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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION Contemporary Events  Writing after the 2013 Boston Marathon bombings, Keith Wagstaff at The Week suggested that the Boston bombings may resurrect the “War on Terror” in American political and media discourse, citing increased references to that effect at the Wall Street 










identified freedom-restricting law enforcement policies, such as ethnic and religious profiling, as dependent measures, in order to determine the extent to which frames may affect people's opinions of these controversial activities.  I have also sought to identify conditions under which people might react differently to different frames. For instance, right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) has been linked to more hostile reactions towards immigrants in mortality salience conditions, while low-RWA participants react by embracing immigrants in mortality salience conditions (Weise, Arciszewski, Verlhiac, Pyszczynski, & Greenberg, 2012). Mortality salience is a concept central to Terror Management Theory, which predicts that reminders of death and mortality can cause systematic changes in human cognition and behavior. My hypotheses examines the possibility that framing counterterrorism as a "War on Terror" might activate mortality salience in experimental participants.   If successful, this research could start a new line of studies that could aid policymakers and members of the press as they seek to most effectively frame the counterterrorism discourse. It could also result in a greater optimization of media frames in order to avoid the potential unfair targeting of innocent religious and ethnic minorities in the United States. Psychological Framing 































































































regarding their support for various security policies (Appendix F). Following this, participants filled out their demographic information (Appendix G). When they were finished with all pages, they read a debriefing statement (Appendix H) and were allowed to leave the room quietly. CHAPTER 3 RESULTS Preliminary Results  The preliminary test was a manipulation check in the form of a 2 (Timing: Before vs. After Boston Bombing) x3 (Framing Condition: War on Terror vs. Law Enforcement vs. Control) between-groups ANOVA, with death word completions from a common mortality salience task (Arndt, n.d.) as the dependent variable. There was not a significant interaction between timing and framing condition, F (2, 120) = .53, p = .59 on mean death word completions, and there were no main effects for timing, F (1, 120) = 1.06, p = .31 or framing condition F (2, 120) = 1.73, p = .18 on mean death word completions. Cell means for death word completions are summarized in Table 1. Table 1 
















The results showed that the most significant predictors of support for prejudicial policies were RWA score and Framing Condition, such that higher RWA scores were associated with higher support for prejudicial security policies, and the “War on Terror” frame was associated with lower support for prejudicial policies. The effect of Framing Condition on support for prejudicial policies will be analyzed with an ANOVA below. The 3-way interaction for Timing x RWA score x “War on Terror” condition did not significantly predict support for prejudicial policies, b = .038, t (108) = .703, p = .711, and the 3-way interaction for Timing x RWA score x Law Enforcement condition did not significantly predict support for prejudicial policies b = .077, t (108) = .703, p = .484. The individual results for factors are included in Table 3. Effect coding (Edwards, 1984) was used in order to examine the effect of Framing Condition, such that interaction terms were created for the “War on Terror” and Law Enforcement levels, with each participant coded with either -1, 0, or 1 depending on the level on which they were assigned. Results of this analysis showed no significant interactions, and Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 
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 Table 3  
Support for Prejudicial Policies, as Predicted by Enter Multiple Regression Analysis of Timing, RWA score, and Framing Condition 
   Step 1   Step 2   Step 3   Step 4   Step 5   Step 6  Variable B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b Timing 0.15 0.19 0.07 0.15 0.19 0.07 0.16 0.19 0.07 0.16 0.19 0.07 0.17 0.19 0.07 0.17 0.19 0.07 RWA score 0.02 0.00 .43** 0.02 0.00 0.44** 0.02 0.00 .44** 0.02 0.00 .44** 0.02 0.00 0.44** 0.02 0.00 .46** "War on Terror"    -0.25 0.13 -0.18 -0.27 0.13 -0.19 -0.28 0.13 -.20* -0.28 0.13 -0.20* -0.30 0.13 -.21* Law enforcement    -0.19 0.13 -0.13 -0.15 0.13 -0.11 -0.15 0.13 -0.11 -0.15 0.14 -0.11 -0.13 0.14 -0.09 Timing x RWA score       0.01 0.00 0.12 0.01 0.00 0.11 0.01 0.00 0.11 0.01 0.00 0.13 Timing x "War on Terror"          -0.10 0.13 -0.07 -0.09 0.13 -0.06 -0.08 0.13 -0.06 Timing x Law enforcement          0.01 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.01 0.02 0.14 0.01 "War on Terror" x RWA score             0.00 0.01 -0.08 -0.01 0.01 -0.10 Law enforcement x RWA score             0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 Timing x RWA score x "War on Terror"                0.00 0.01 0.04 Timing x RWA score x Law enforcement                0.00 0.01 0.08 
F = (2, 119) = 13.68** (4, 119) = 10.18** (5, 119) = 8.62** (7, 119) = 6.18** (9, 119) = 4.86** (11, 119) = 4.09** 
R2 =  .19   .26   .27   .28   .29   .29  
* indicates p < .05, ** indicates p < .01 
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 The effect found in the regression model that Framing Condition had a significant effect on support for prejudicial policies was analyzed by using a 2 (Timing: Before vs. After the Boston Marathon bombings) x 3 (Framing Condition: “War on Terror,” Law Enforcement, and Control) ANOVA, with support for the prejudicial policies (the mean of policies 7 and 8) as the dependent variable. The results showed a significant main effect for Framing Condition, F (2, 119) = 4.28, p = .016. LSD post-hoc analyses showed that participants in the control condition (M = 2.23, SEM = .18) supported prejudicial policies significantly more than those in the “War on Terror” condition (M = 1.53, SEM = .18) and the law enforcement condition (M = 1.67, SEM = .18), but that “War on Terror” and law enforcement did not significantly differ from one another. These results are summarized in Figure 1. Figure 1 
Main Effect of Framing Condition on Support for Prejudicial Policies 





































Factor Loadings for Security Policy Questions 
 Component Matrix Rotated Component Matrix  Question Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 Increased security in public places 0.37 0.70 0.10 0.78 Increased security at critical infrastructure facilities 0.10 0.77 -0.18 0.75 Banning carry-on luggage 0.59 0.18 0.49 0.38 National ID card to present to authorities on request 0.74 0.30 0.58 0.54 Random searches by authorities on street 0.67 -0.04 0.64 0.20 Random searches based on suspected terrorist affiliation 0.68 0.21 0.56 0.44 Random searches based on Middle Eastern ethnicity 0.78 -0.50 0.90 -0.19 Random searches based on Muslim name, items, or clothing 0.77 -0.51 0.90 -0.20 
















6, the 3-way interactions of Timing x RWA score x “War on Terror” and Timing x RWA score x Law Enforcement. The 3-way interaction for Timing x RWA score x “War on Terror” condition did not significantly predict support for prejudicial policies, b = -.006, t (108) = .158, p = .158, and the 3-way interaction for Timing x RWA score x Law Enforcement condition did not significantly predict support for prejudicial policies b = .003, t (108) = .646, p = .519. The individual results for factors are included in Table 6. 
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 Table 6  
Support for Civil Liberty-Restricting Policies, as Predicted by Enter Multiple Regression Analysis of Timing, RWA score, and 
Framing Condition 
   Step 1   Step 2   Step 3   Step 4   Step 5   Step 6  Variable B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b Timing .29 .15 .15 .29 .15 .15 .29 .15 .15 .29 .15 .15 .28 .16 .15 .28 .16 .15 RWA score .02 .000 .47** .02 .00 .48** .02 .00 .48** .02 .00 .47** .02 .00 .46** .02 .00 .47** "War on Terror"    -.09 .11 -.08 -.10 .11 -.09 -.11 .11 -.09 -.11 .11 -.09 -.10 .11 -.09 Law enforcement    -.15 .11 -.13 -.14 .11 -.12 -.14 .11 -.12 -.14 .11 -.12 -.12 .11 -.12 Timing x RWA score       .00 .00 .08 .00 .00 .08 .00 .00 .07 .00 .00 .09 Timing x "War on Terror"          .05 .11 .04 .06 .11 .05 .05 .11 .04 Timing x Law enforcement          -.03 .11 -.03 -.04 .11 -.04 -.04 .11 -.03 "War on Terror" x RWA score             -.00 .00 -.08 -.00 .00 -.08 Law enforcement x RWA score             -.00 .00 -.03 .00 .01 -.01 Timing x RWA score x "War on Terror"                -.00 .00 -.15 Timing x RWA score x Law enforcement                .00 .01 .07 
F = (2, 119) = 18.03** (4, 119) = 10.64** (5, 119) = 8.71** (7, 119) = 6.15** (9, 119) = 4.90** (11, 119) = 4.20** 
R2 =  .24 .27 .28 .28 .29 .30 
* indicates p < .05, ** indicates p < .01 
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APPENDIX C FRAMING AND ESSAY PAGES "War on Terror" Condition, Framing Page: 
The War on Terror 





“War on Terror” Condition, Essay Page: 





"Law Enforcement" Condition, Framing Page:  
The Police and International Extremist Groups 





“Law Enforcement” Condition, Essay Page: 
 
The Police and International Extremist Groups 





















nervous lonely sleepy excited hostile proud jittery lively ashamed at ease scared drowsy Please complete the word search below. When you find a word, please indicate where in the puzzle the first letter is located using the letters A - J on the top row and the number 1 - 10 on the left row (for instance, the top-left letter S is located at A1). 





   A B C D E F G H I J 
 1 S R E T U P M O C O 
 2 W P H O N E R E E B 
 3 A M U S I C P Z S N 
 4 B T N R O T C A S K 
 5 B M R K S E D E A O 
 6 R F O A G O L B R O 
 7 E L G V I Z B O G B 
 8 P A N U I N E L W Q 
 9 A G T A B E T G D O 

























APPENDIX G DEMOGRAPHICS Do you consider yourself to be conservative or liberal? Circle a number: 1 2  3  4  5  6  7 















APPENDIX I SCRIPT 
Thank you for your participation in our study. Everyone should have signed in at the front desk, which allows us to give you the proper credit for your participation. If you have any questions about your participation credit, please ask us questions after the study is completed.  Everyone should be sitting at a computer. The URL for the study should already be in the browser, so all you need to do is start.  Please read the informed consent page and all instructions slowly and carefully and take the survey seriously. You can take as much time as you need, but we do not expect it will take longer than an hour to complete. Your responses will be anonymous and not tied to any individual. If you have any questions, please let me know. Please keep your eyes on your own computer and try not to read anyone else’s responses. You may begin. 
   
